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Detail Action 



1. 



This office action is in response to the application filed on 6/1 1/2004. 



2. 



Claims 1-20 are pending. 



Claim Objections 



3. Claims 2-4, 11, 13, and 20 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claims 2, 4, 11 and 13 recite limitations including acronyms. The full names of acronyms 
should be clearly spelled out when first showing of the acronyms in the claims. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation of "...being configured to defining datastores." It appears it should 
be verb following the "configured to". 

Claim 20 recites the limitation of "scanning production batch schedules to build a test schedule 
building a test job based on said test schedule;" It appears the limitation should be "scanning 
production batch schedules to build a test schedule; building a test job based on said test 
schedule;" 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1-18 recite the limitation of a system with various 
features. Such system can be software with various modules with various features 
corresponding to the recited limitations. Therefore, such system can be software and software 
is not a statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1-18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Claims 1-18 recite the limitation of "a batch type of said test job". The only location in the 
Specification mentioning "batch type" is in [0004], "...a job converter configured to convert a 
batch type of the test job;" It appears there is no clear and precise definition of what a batch 
type of a test job means in the specification. 



Application/Control Number: 10/710,009 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2191 

Claim 20 recites the limitation of "building a test job based on said test schedule". It appears 
there is no disclosure in the specification regarding how to build a test job based on said test 
schedule. It is not sure how to build a test job based on a schedule. Information available from 
a schedule is time related. In order to build a test job, it would require more information other 
than just time. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 

the invention. Claims 1-9 recite the limitation of "said test job" in "data extract and load process 

for said test job". Said test job can be either the test job prior to or after the conversion. Claims 

1 0-1 8 recite the limitation of "unloading and loading said test job", and similarly said test job can 

be either the test job prior to or the test job after the conversion. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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7. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Jackson et al. (US 
PGPub. No. 2004/0078692). 

As per claim 19, 

A method for facilitating the building of a batch test environment, said method including: 

- building a test job; building a list of test jobs; ([0022], "...batch files are 
generatecL.test execution batch file to execute the selected 
tests...") 

building a data environment ([ 0022 ] , "...The operating environment 
batch f iles...install the specified application..." wherein an 
operating environment includes a data environment. An 
application can not operate with a data environment.); 

- and, unloading and loading said test job ( [0023] , "... to be loaded to 
cause the... tests to be executed."). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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8. Claims 1, 3, 5 ,7-10, 12, 14, and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Evans (US Patent No. 6,430,708) in view of Nagasuka et al. (US Patent No. 
6,233,727), and further in view of Cheedella et al. (US Patent No. 7,337,176). 

As per claim 1, 
Evans discloses 

a batch on-line builder configured to build a test job (c6 : 61-67, 

"...automated set-up of batch JCL test programs..."; 
Evans does not specifically disclose 

a job converter configured to convert a batch type of said test job; 
However, Nagasuka et al. disclose 

- a job converter configured to convert a batch type of said test job (C3: 45-50, 

"...converts the original JCP into a new JCP..."); 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Nagasuka et al. into the teachings of Evans 
to include the limitation discloses by Nagasuka et al. The modification would be obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to want to effectively utilizing the system as suggested by Nagasuka et 
al. (C2: 18-24, "...effectively and easily use the functions of an OS..."). 

Evans/ Nagasuka et al. do not specifically disclose 

a master test database configured to facilitate data extract and load process for 

said test job. 
However, Cheedella et al. disclose 

a master test database configured to facilitate data extract and load process for 

said test job (C6 : 33-48 , "...prepare the data loading tool to 
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extract and /or load data from the system database to the 
test database...") . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Cheedella et al. into the teachings of 
Evans/ Nagasuka et al. to include the limitation discloses by Cheedella et al. The modification 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to want to obtain desired data for testing as 
suggested by Cheedella et al. (C1: 47- 50, "...obtaining the desire data for testing...") . 

As per claim 3, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 
Cheedella et al. disclose 

- wherein said job converter is further configured to convert batch types by being 

configured to defining datastores(c8: 15-20, "...database or datastore 

employed..."). 

As per claim 5, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Evans/ Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. disclose 

wherein said batch on-line builder is further configured to build test jobs by being 
configured to build at least one of a data environment and a list of test 
jobs (Evans -- c6: 61-67, "...automated set-up of batch JCL 
test programs...";) 
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As per claim 7, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Cheedella et al. disclose 

wherein said master test database is further configured to store sets of 
previously created test data (C6 : 33-48, "...prepare the data loading 
tool to extract and /or load data from the system database 
to the test database...") . 

As per claim 8, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Cheedella et al. disclose 

wherein said master test database is further configured to store previously 
created batch test environments (C6: 33-48, "...prepare the data 
loading tool to extract and /or load data from the system 
database to the test database...") . 

As per claim 9, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Cheedella et al. disclose 

wherein said master test database is further configured to facilitate unload and 
load process of a test job by being incorporating a configurable search 
engine (C6: 33-48, "...prepare the data loading tool to extract 
and /or load data from the system database to the test 
database...") . 
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As per claims 10, 12, 14, 16-18, 

the instant claims are method claims reciting limitation similarly recited in claims 
1, 3, 5, 7-9 and is therefore rejected for reasons for rejection of claims, 1, 3, 5, 7- 
9 respectively. 

As per claim 19, it recites limitations included in claim 1 and is rejection for the similar reason in 
claim 1. 

9. Claims 2 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Evans 
(US Patent No. 6,430,708) in view of Nagasuka et al. (US Patent No. 6,233,727), and further in 
view of Cheedella et al. (US Patent No. 7,337,176) and further in view of Mulligan (US PGPub. 
No. 2004/0006739). 

As per claim 2, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Evans/ Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. do not specifically disclose 

wherein said job converter is further configured to convert batch types by being 
configured to remove restrictions imposed by limited number of IMS regions 
available for testing. 

However, Mulligan discloses 

- wherein said job converter is further configured to convert batch types by being 
configured to remove restrictions imposed by limited number of IMS regions 
available for testing ( [0028] , w ...iMS...restriction.„") . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Mulligan into the teachings of Evans/ 
Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. to include the limitation discloses by Mulligan. The 
modification would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to want to avoid restrictions by a 
system as suggested by Mulligan ([0011]). 

As per claim 11, 

It recites similar limitation of claim 2 and is rejection for the same reason as the 
rejection of claim 2. 

10. Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Evans 
(US Patent No. 6,430,708) in view of Nagasuka et al. (US Patent No. 6,233,727), and further in 
view of Cheedella et al. (US Patent No. 7,337,176) and further in view of Smith et al. (US 
PGPub. No. 2004/0172632). 

As per claim 4, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Evans/ Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. do not specifically disclose 

wherein said job converter is further configured to convert batch types by being 
configured to convert BMP to DLL 
However, Smith et al. disclose 

- wherein said job converter is further configured to convert batch types by being 
configured to convert BMP to DL1 (see Fig. 2, 210 and 2 40, 
conversion between BMP batch and DL1 batch) 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Mulligan into the teachings of Evans/ 
Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. to include the limitation discloses by Smith et al.. The 
modification would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to want to avoid restrictions by a 
system as suggested by Smith et al. ([0014], "...share critical IMS resources...") 

As per claim 13, 

It recites similar limitation of claim 4 and is rejection for the same reason as the 
rejection of claim 4.. 

1 1 . Claims 6 and 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Evans 
(US Patent No. 6,430,708) in view of Nagasuka et al. (US Patent No. 6,233,727), and further in 
view of Cheedella et al. (US Patent No. 7,337,176) and further in view of Waterston et al. (US 
PGPub. No. 2003/0055702). 

As per claim 6, 

the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated; 

Evans/ Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. do not specifically disclose 

wherein said batch on-line builder is further configured to build test jobs by being configured to 
scan production batch schedules to build a test schedule. 
However, Waterston et al. disclose 
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wherein said batch on-line builder is further configured to build test jobs by being configured to 
scan production batch schedules to build a test schedule(see claim 8, "...) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Mulligan into the teachings of Evans/ 
Nagasuka et al./ Cheedella et al. to include the limitation discloses by , Waterston et al. The 
modification would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to want to avoid restrictions by a 
system as suggested by , Waterston et al. ([0008], "... to have a successful project.") 

As per claim 15, 

It recites similar limitation of claim 6 and is rejection for the same reason as the 
rejection of claim 6. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

It is noted that any citation [[s]] to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior 
art references and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in 
any way. A reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would 
have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. [[See, MPEP 2123]] 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip Wang whose telephone number is 571-272-5934. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:00AM - 4:00PM. Any inquiry of general nature or 
relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 Group receptionist: 
571-272-2100. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Zhen can be reached on 571-272-3708. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Wei Zhen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



